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ABSTRACT-

A Profile of the Mul iple

Evaluating Environments wifhin a College

JUDITH D. HACKMAN THOMAS D. TABER

Yale University University of Cincinnati

The paPer demonstrates an approach for describing educatio al

organizations in te -f their multiple evaluating env ents.

A college profIle is drawn based on the diverse criteria that

students, faculty, administrators, admissions stafr and athle6ics

_staff use to assess the success or failure of undergraduates. The

relative values that 377 respondents placed on 21 dimen_i_ s and 12

types of undergraduate performance a- analyzed Pifferences and

unifying,themes in their rponsesare presented,- and the impact of

multiple institutional goals on organIzatIonal diagnoSis and

devel p ent is discussed.
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Introduction

Recall your first days in art unfamiliar place--say your arrival at a new

school or the beginning of a new job. Remember the anxiety caused by not knowing

what to do not knowing what was considered "right" or "wrong" behavior. As you

became increasingly familiar with the new se ring, you undoubtedly found certain-

people in the organization who gave out signals about what was expected. They

were evaluating your behavior in both formal and informal ways, Sending out subtle

--and sometimes not so subtlemessages; and your behavior, i turn, was being

affected by their collective "evaluating environment " You also probably discov-

ered different groups within this responding environment, groups that rewarded

d. rejected somewhat different kinds of behavior. There actually were multiprle

evaluating environments to which you responded, each with different goals and

expectations and roles in the organization. One _f your _irst tasks in the n

setting wac to Sort out these differing messages and then to form you

interpretation of behavior approPriate for you in this place.

Evaluating environments are an important characteristic of any org

The purpose of this paper is to de_ nst ate their:existence in an educational

organization--Yale Collegeand, then to draw a profile of the college based on:

the demonstration.

One compelling reason ':r looking at colleges as multiple evaluating eavir

onments is the durrent (and perhaps perennial) crisis of purpose in higher edu-

TAT

eation. Even college presidents have been heard to demand "a new rationale for

why stu ents should go to college and fo why society should supOort higher

education" (Newman, CRC, 9/27/76). In many quarters there is serioUs

doubt about the relevance of academic values for today

and industrialized world.

increasingly more complex

should be instructive-to examine colleges and uni-

ver itiel in terms of their conceptions of purpose. We shall do this by studying

a college commu uates the uczess and failure of undergraduates



on the grounds that the successful education o udents is one of the -wo

purposes of colleges, complementing and sometimes competing-with their research purpo e.

In discus ing the lack of research on colleges and universities as organiza-

tions, Smart and Elton. (1975, p. 580) notethat comprehensive analyses of American

colleges _ d universities are seldo- found in the literature of higher education."

They report that McConnell (1963) a buted this d arth:of organizational researc

to the absence of an acceptable conceptual framework which would promote systematic-

thinking about the ways colleges are organized and which would lead to substan-

tive new hypotheses for invest4iation. t..ohen and MA ch (1974) contend that colleges

and universities belong to a clasp of organizations called "organized anA chies-"

because they have ill-defined goals, lack an acceptable educational technology,

and operateby a decision-making process in which individual participants vary fro

one time to another.

The approach to describing _organizations that we proposejn_the current

paper=is one type of framework that can be applied both to colleges and to other

kinds of organizations. The examination of multiple evaluating environments is

a way to assess-both the existing and the ideal goals that a college c

holds for its students.2

Describing organizations in this way_seems especially important for_organiz-

ations in which people are the primary product. Organizations have been described

at _--ny levels _ normal structural approach'es such as studT of bu

(racy (1963)and the Aston group's analysis of organizational structure

eau-

(Pugh et a1,196

But seldom are they described at a level of analysis that leads to understanding o

the behavior of individuals within th_ When the produ_

is=individuals, then such an approach is particularly appropriate.

In a number of organizations, such as colleges and universities, me

hospitals prisons and correctional institutions, the major goal is to alter the

accordance with some institutional _ dardS7-seme eh

=what related modes of research to describe organizations would be Dawis et al.
analyses of organizations as :neinforcer systems (Davis, et al., 1974; Swart, 1975),
and the study. of organizations as systems .0fgoals (See Wieland & Ullrich,1976);-

'



may not be explicitly recogn zed by the institution. Many decisions crucial to

the indiVidual are made as a consequence of -hether he or she is evaluated at:

" uccessful"--or "cured" or "reformed" or "educated."

There are several additional raasonsfor describing organizations in

of their multiple evaluating environments:.

1. In intensive technology organizations where human beings are tie pro--

ducts, the norms about suCcess and failuri of the people-products largely deter°

mine the environments that exist for the persons in the system. In understanding

human behavior in college, then, it is necessary

in which students exist.

describe the environment

People7product _organ.zations -differ in a Very important way from all other

types of.organization. The product thinks. Steel ingots automobiles, electric

clocks and even computers cannot change theMselves as a fOnction Of their aware-.

ness of others'. expectations about them; students, mental patients and prisoner:

can and do.

3. The ideas about success and failure held by several key "gatekeeper"

individuals (Lewin,1951) have a powerful effect over decisions who is allowed

to enter an o ganization, what resources are available to those who enter (e.g.,

scholarships honor , special cur icula,-etc.) ho remains in the organization,

who leaves it and with edentials. It.is useful to identify these gate-

keepers and to determine their conceptions of successful and unsucces ful people-

produc ( g., succesaful and unsuccessful student performance).

4. Formal inatitutionalized measure of succe and failure may differ in

significant ways from the actual criteria-in-use of the key members organiz-

ation. For example, a college may base moat formal student-related decisions- n

ade point averages when most members of the

criteria to evaluate students and send

rganization use very different

out very different day-to-day signals

about their conclusions. These criteria in real use -ay in turn, differ fro

the ideals about student success and failure'held by thi membe
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Etzioni (1966 ) has questioned the utility of describing an organization in

of the gap existing between its actual and ideal goals. Such a gap, he

, sayS, is to be expected in allorganizations. However, in people-produet organiz-

ations, stich gaps--even if expected--need to be identified and understood. Inconsis-

tencies between real and ideal may be considerable for some of the key "gatekeepers"

and this may produce organizational conflict. These gaps also may produce conflict

and anxiety in the students who are evaluated in inconsistent ways by various of

the multiple environments in whidh they find themselves.

In college organizations, the students are both produc- and part of the evalu-

ating environment. Undergraduates can choose, in fact must choose, to participate

in a numbex of quite different evaluating environments within a college community.

The groups of people with whom students asso iate and to whom they attend will

trongly affect what they learn in college.

As undergraduates move through a college organization, fro_ admission to

graduation (or withdra al),: the college community has a constant effect on their

education end socialization. In any college there are actually multiple evalu-

ating environments who affect and educate students with their rewards an&

Onishments. These diverse evaluators can be classified in a number of ways.-

Perhaps the most rational division-is among the formal structures that have a

direct contact with students in an educational fUnetion. -These are the groups

that we will look at ir this paper: students, faculty, deans and masters (maste

are the heads oUthe residential dolleges atYale where students live, eat,

and have varying degrees of social and educational attachment), admissions staff

(the initial gatekeepers )- and athletic coaches We will analyze._the two largest

and:probably- most influential groups--student and faculty--irimore detaiL

Many argue that an undergraduate students have more impact upon
_

college community. They haveor her education than any other members

mor- frequent access to the individual student and see:him or her inia greater



variety of settings than do most other groups. Campbell (1971) suggests that

"the output of college is more dependent on the type of student Input than on any

characteristics of the institution" and that "good students are themselves an

educational resource' (pp. 645-6) Within a student body there are many dif-

ferent groups; one breakdown can be tede along demographic lines. In this paper

we look at the varying ways that men d women evaluate student performance, com-

pare the distinctionsof racial groups, and examine differences among class years.

We have divided the faculty_along departmental lines. Previous research

has demonstrated that departments differ in a number of ways( Gamson, 1966;

Lodahl, & Gordon, G.. 1973; Vreeland, R.S.,&Bidwell, C.E., 19.66). We have used-

Biglan's 3-way classification of academic disciplines that groups departments

according to-(1) the degree to which they have a paradigm hard-soft) (2) their

concern with life systems as bjects of study(life-nonlife), and (3) their emphasis

on application (pure-applied) (Biglan, 1973a). Bigl (1973b) --d Smart and Elton

(1975) have found that academic depar ments_classified by this model differ in

departmenta_ goals, task commitments, social connectedness, and scholarly output.

Our comparisons will test whether they also differin the values they hold for

student success and failure.

Oranization of the P-

We will demonstrate the multiple evaluating environments approach to studying

colleges as organizations by examining the following six hypotheses:

gypothesisji A college's evaluating environment uses multiple criteria.

_Hypothesis IX. yIhe predominant types of studeat success and failure in a
co lege'a evaluating environment are varied in content although relatively few
in ntiMber.

_Iypothesis III. Faculty, student, administrative, admissions, and athletic
gr ups within a collge evaluate student performance differently.-

Hypothesis IV. The dimensions and types of student performance that faculty
embers value differ significantly among academic departments classified according
to Biglan's model.
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Hypothesis The dimensions and types of student performance that undargrad-
uates value in their fellow students differ according to the undergraduates' oex,
race, And class year.

Rypothesis VI. An analysis of a college's multiple evaluating environments
caa provide a profile of tne college's central values and can clarify the many
forces affecting and educating its students.

After briefly reviewing the Method of the College Criteria Study, on which

this paper is based, the six hypothesis will be considered one by one. Each of

the Results and Discussion sections will describe analyses relevant to a hypothesis

and then report and discuss our findings about that particular aspect of a college's

evaluating environment Results tables will be found in Appendix A.

The Summary and Conclusions section will summarize the profile that we have

developed for Yale Colle5e and then consider other ways that this approach to

organizational analysis might be used and studied.



ethod

This paper is based'on he College Criteria Study, a research project

that examined the multiple criteria used by a total academic community (Ya e

College) to evaluate the success and failure of its undergraduates.

Procedures. Data gathering procedures are described in detail in an

earlier paper (Taber& Hackman, 1976). Respondents were asked in an

--view sett_ng to nominate, from the classea of 1973-1977, two under-

graduates whom they considered "most-successful and two considered "least

-successful' students. They then described each of their four nominees

imultaneously on the College Criteria Questionnaire (CCQ) The CCQ i_ a

behaviorally anchored rating instrument, developed in pilot research, that

includes 67 comprehensive categories used by this academic community to

evaluate udent performance.

Sa.e. A total of 434 members of the Yale College academic community

e e contacted, of who- 377 (85%) completed the CCQ. The 377 respondents

included 116 faculty, 212 undergraduates, 25 administrators (deans and

ma_ ers), 12 admissions staff, and 12 athletics staff. The analyses in

this paper are based on respondent-nominee units. That Is, eaCh dascriP-

tion of a nominee and the data about that responde t is treated as a

separate case. Mo nominee is included more_than once but respondents are

included in 1 to 4 units.

CCCI dimensions. Previous analyses of the 67 CCQ categories identified

21 underlying dimensions that we have grouped five areas of academic

life--general academic, -pecific academic, persona interpersonal- and

institutional _(Taber & Hackman, 1976). Dimension scores for each nominee

were formed by Averaging ratings across those categories best defining a

dimension. These dim nsions are presented in the first Results and

n section, Hypothesis I.



Student _patterns. Twogtudent typologies were developed from no inee

descriptions on the 21 dimensions using multivariate statistical procedures

(Hackman Et Taber, submitted for publication). Success patterns were derived

from descripti s of the "most successful" nominees and have been na ed:

Leaders, Scholars, Careerists, Grinds, Artists Athletes, and Socializers.

The nonsuccess patterns were derived from "least successful" descriptions

and include: Extreme Grind, Disliked, Alienated, Unqualified, and Directio

less. Validity of the typologies was assessed further by analyses of

differences among the types on demographic characteristics, quantified adm s-

sions data, college records, and post-college plans. The student patterns

are described under Hypothesis II.

Compilation of_rhe colle e profile. The rela ive values placed by

respondents on the 21 dimensions and 12 types were analyzed= Analysis of

variance, multipie discriminant analysis, and other techniques were used

identify significant differences among the following kinds of respondent

groups and to determine common values across groups.

Comparison of fiye colleEe groups. HYiothesis III in the Results and

Di cussion contrasts the Criteria that the five formal groups of responde s--

faculty, students, deans and masters, admissions staff, and athletics staff--

use to evaluate student performance. Analyses cc aring the five groups on

the 21 criterion dimensions are presented. We report the priorities that

the five groups assign to the dimensions both in evaluating the real -tudents

that they nominated in the study (real use) and in rating how much they

would ideally use each'of the dimensions if they had comprehensive informa7

tion about students (ideal use). We also report the student types valued

_by each college group by showing the distributions of types

11

nto which each



groups' nominee descriptions were classified.

.C.M2Aris°"4- ItY.R2#1Psis. IV

examines our faculty respondents divided into groups according to the

academic classification empirically developed by Biglan (1913a, 1973b) and

further validated by Smart and Elton (1975). The Yale College academic

departments fit into 6 the 8 cells formed by Biglan' three-dimensional

model. Dimension one reflects the degree to which a paradigm exists in a

specific acadetic discipline and is labeled hatdv rsus-soft. The second

dimension reflects an academic area's involvement with living n_ organic

objects of study and is named life-versus-nonlife s stems The third

dithension, pure-versus-applied, reflects a discipline's concern with the

practical application of its subject matter. Two of Biglan's 8 cells

(Soft-Life7Applied and Hard-Life-Applied) are omitted from our analyses'as

none of the Yale College academic departments directly resemble these

(primarily.teacher education:and agricultural) areas. Most of the Yale

departments appear in one of Biglan's articles, but those that do not were=

logically as igned to a group The six groups are compared on their real

use of the 21 criterion dimensions for evaluating student success and

nonsuccess, on the clas ification of the students they nominate into types

and on their ideal u e of the dimensions.

Classification _udents b demo a hic_ characteristics. Students

were origina1ly:selected_t0 participate in.the study according to a 3-way7-

_ratification of aex, rate- (black, Spanish-AmerIcan, and white & .oth -),

and class year (freshman, sophomore, junio , senior). In the Hypothesis

sectIon, ,we report significant differences in the kinds of perforMance valued

by students of different sex, race,- and class year



_suite and Discussion:-,
Examining the Six HypOtheses

Hy othesille e's evakatiaLenvironment uses multi le criteria.

10-

This hypothesis asserts that a college community uses complex and multi-

dimensional criteria to evaluate undergraduate performance. It proposes that

the traditional, unidimensional college criteria--particularly grades and test

scoresare narrow and limited compared to the actual, day-to-day yardsticks

on which the success and failure of students is measured. From the student's

perspective, a very complex set of criteria must be satisfied in order to

gain rewards and avoid punishments.

In an earlier paper, we have shown that the criteria actually used by the

-college community examined (YaleCollege) can be described by 21 comprehensive._

"criterion dimensions of student performance (Taber & Hackman 1976). Although
-

_this set of dimensions does_not cover every kind of student performance that

members of every American college would consider important, we do believe that

it is quite comprehensive and that it encompasses most of.the criteria for

most colleges.

The 21 criterion dimensions are listed below, grouped into five areas

college life--general academic, specific academic personal, interpersonal, And

_Institutional. ,Each dimension is defined by the categories_from the_College

Criteria Questionnaire (CCQ) that make

scores analyzed later

up that-dimension; criterion dimension

in the paper are formed by averaging ratings across

these component categories.

College Criteila_Questionnaire Dimensions

GENERAL ACADEMIC DIMENSIONS

(1) Intellectual Growth--intellectual development during undergraduate years

_

(2) klgallye Proficiencyskill in abstraction,
ideas plus general intelligence

(3) Communication Proficienc --skill in writ
communication
_

analysis, and synthesis o

en communication-and in spoken



(4) Intellectual Perspective& Curiosityintellectual curiosity, intellectual
nerspeetive,: integration of_content fromyarious fields; breadth of '

knoWledgeorinformation, and-e.pplication cf abstract concepts to par--,
ticular situations:

Creative Performanceperceived creativity,and originality

HACademieEffortAchieVementfulfillment.of couree reqUireMenta, ekertion
of atademie,effortinstudiee,i organized efficient manner, oVerall
academic-adhieveMentespecially gradespotential-for:rprofessidnal/
graduate School_entrancei commitment tojearning, general goal-:achieve-
mentundertaking-:ofunassigned academic Work

_

Self-Directed BehaviorSelf sufficient, self-directed m- ner and general
goal-achievement

(5)

(7)

Career Goals--career plans, s_
academic field

SPECIFIC ACADEMIC DIMENSIONS

(9) Mathematical Proficiencyskill in handling mathematical concepts

(10) Foreign Language Proficiency--fluency in speaking one or more foreign
languages

(11) Artistic Performance--artistic achievement level and general artistic
activities and interests

PERSONAL DIMENSIONS

(12)-yersonalGrowth-personal-deVelppMent during undergraduate years

(13) Optimistie, Emcitionally StableEehavior--76asygeing, relaxed,manner,-petsonal:-
enjoyment;nf:life:in general, eptimiatic mannet, perceivecimentalstabil-
itYandadjustment, and ease of socializing withothers

(14 ) Ethical Behavior-set of4mrsonal values, dependable and trustworthy_he7
haVior toward-others, ethical:hehaViorhonesty in telations-with o hers

(15) Athletic Performanceathleticachievement leveluand general athletic
activities and.:interests

INTERPERSONAL DIMENSIONS

(16) T2rl:icipation in Oulnimtioaleadership skills, range of activities and
interests, balance between academic and nonacademic life, contribution
to Yale, participation in student organizations, participation in
community activities and interests, participation in political activ-
ities and interests

(17) Inter_Er_so_ny_Sociabilit--amount of in erection with other people, extent
liked or respected by others, ease of socializing with others

(18) interpersonal Responsiveness--sensitive and understanding manner towerd
others, openness and tolerance to differences in others, helpful and
altruistic manner toward others, extent liked or respected by others,
and using other people for their mutual benefit

(19) Discrimination Issues Behavior--dealing with interracial issues and dealing
with sexist issues

INSTITUTIONAL DI NSIONS

(20) Persistence Toward Graduation--highest rating for graduatiorLand lowest
for permanent withdrawal from the college

(2.1) Con -uen e with e 0 e --enjoyment-of-Yale College, -extent--suited toYale_ College academically and nonacademically, and using resOurces
_

ofi Yale College = =



Hypothesis II. The predominant types of studarkt success and failure in a colic
evaluating_enyment- are varied in content althou h relatively Jew in umber.

Hypothesis II proposes that a variety of patterns of student behavior are

re arded and puniahed in any educational organization and thatAt i

tcv-preserve the complexity of these patterns in a relatively small

-possible-

student-

typew. Although each student is uniqueand;charts a singular course throngh

:college -e propose that for any particular college Certain patterns of perform-..

ance frequently recur. These patterns, somecehat analagoUs

then b examine and describe college-organization.

syndromes can

We can see
a

which typea are valued by whichgroups 'in a. collegeand also can-dra conclusions

about-the total.configuration of types that predominate- in_that particular

:-evaluating. environment'.

Earlier. analyses .have identified-7 student.patterns considered:particularly--

successful in yale College-and 5 considered unsuecessfuHackman-& 'Taber, sub-

mitted: for publication).

profile-Of

pagesi

-Each of the 12rtypes -is rharacterized by-a .unlque
_

scores across-the 21 criterion dimension described on the previous

The:success types, derived from the 518 -uccessful nothinee descriptions,

have'been labeled:,

Leaders Scholars Careerists Grinds
ArtistS Athletes Socializers

KThe nonsucc_ss types, derivedtfrom the 467 unsuccessful nom nee de

have been

Disliked Extreme Grind Alienated
Unqualified Directionless

presenrthese patterns graphically Figure 1, plo

ptions,

_e against a back-

_ground that_gives the range _f profile:means for all success or:nonsuccess types-.4

To preparethe profiles -e first standardized dimension scores a'ross the,entire

-3Hac1man &-A4ber (subtaitted for publication) describes the:Tatterns:and
theirdevelOpment In detail andalso detonstrates how thevdiffeiion_demographit
variables,_admissions data, college,records and post-.college plans. _-_ference isJNote 5.

4_
Figure 1 is on_the last page of this paper.



combined sample of successful.and unsuccessful nomines and_then computed

means among all nominees class fied into a particule type. Analyses re-

13

ported later in this paper are based on classifications of nominee descriptions

into the type that each most closely resembles.

H othesis Racult- student- administrative -admissions--and athletic_
g oupnyithinlacollege:evaluate.StUdenterfotmance different1-.

A-Vpothes es III through-VI-propose that conceptions of student success

-ancrfailure_differ signifidantly_amongjormally and informally defined organ-

izational subsystems within a college. Hypothesis III, predic that

the e are important di ferences4n,the dimensions and types o undergraduate

behavior valued by the 5 respondent groups in

:students', educational administrators (c011ege deansLand.' asters)4_admissions

people,: and'athletie

The:differences

spe ves:

--information available.-

oUr study--faculty, fellow

coaches.

among these groups will be examined rom several per-

to each of these

How much info a ion about tudents

College groups?

--Real use _f criteriondimensions.

available

Are there statistically significant

=differences among the five groups in their use _ the total set of:21 dimensions

successful?to describe real students whom they:nominated as particularly

particularly:unsuccessful?

deal use o the criterion dimensions. How p ant the groups'

as

dimenotions in the ideal, case?* That is, ho much would they hypothet-

of the dimensions if they h d full information about a student., -

consider th

ically use each

use of theypes. Doi,the;5 groups differ significantly _in the

patterns of performance thatthey-cOnsider particularlY-kUcCeSsful? in the

pat erns they conSider,:unsuceessful?

Although this hypothesis and'those that follow are touched upon in earlier

internal reports (Hackman & Hoskins, Note 1; Hackman & Hoskins, Note 2; Hackman,

Note_3; and Hackman, Note 4.), we will present more detailed analyses here than

e-gave_for the firstLtwo hypotheses which are fully reported elsewhere.
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How much information -did-thsfive groups=have about nominees? One test -

of lhis is the frequency)gith which each dimelsion was actually used. If

respondents did not uae a dimension to describe-a student they probably had:

little or n- information on which to evaluate the student's behavior itvthat

dimension. They might also have-considered the dimension;simply_irrelevant-

but respondents.were explicitly asked to:complete every COQiiteM for which

the) had sufficient:information t---make a judgment and most Aid ) Table-1_

Appendix A) reports the percentage which each ditens on was used:to deScribe

_7success _nd "nonsuccess" nominees by members of each of::the 5 college groups.

More infeirmation was used:to describe successfulhominees than to describe

unsuccessful ones. -Percentages of use were higher overall for the successful

:nominees on 20 of 0-le 21 dimensions; (the.Personal Growth dimension wa6 the

single exception).- Percentage of use ranged from a low of 57% (Foreign Lang-
, -

uage Proficiency) to a high of--94% (PersiStenee Toward GradUation). All bUt

-'the two grOwth diMensions (IntellectUal and PerSehal GrOwth) and ihe five

:top cally speci_ c dimensions (Artistic: and Athletie Performance, Foreign--Lang-

uage and Mathematical Proficiency, and Discri ination Issues Bebavio

orethan_thre -fourth- o_ the time.

Students had more information than:faculty memberS on l8of the 21

dimensions .

ere used

Faculty Used (he general academic dimensions as uch as- or more

than students did but used the specific academic dimensions much less. There

was little difference between student and faculty _espondenta in use of the

-personal diMenSionsTand the institutional dimensions; faculty used the

interpersonaldimensions considerably less than did stude_tS.

:-These differences_must-he interpreted with.caution;

know whether a respondent had actually observed a particular behavior inevery

case,or: whether heor she was certain about some iteMs,and filled in the others

to match his or her personal "theory of personality".

17



e five rou s dif i their use the 21 dimension _escribe

real_ students? How do..

in their evaluations

differ? -Before looking at_how the groups differ

students, s necessary to establish whether they"

differ. They do. Tables 2 and 3 (Appendix-A) present the results discrim-

inant analyses_Which show that_the 5 groups vary significantly in thet over-

use of:the performance dimen ions _-_ describe Successfulrstudents Table 2)

d again ;0:describe unsuccessful students

For the success:descriptions,

.05 ere found

Table_3)_(Nie et al.,-1975).

three significant functions (pc..001, .001,

with the first function

Class ficationint

accounting tor half of-the,variance.

the 5 groups based on the discriminant function

for 53.9% of the espondents with a majority he

15

as correct

isclassifications occu

between the faculty Ana stddent respondents ddents misclassified

ng

_

as faculty and faculty misclassified as_ udents) Many of the deans and masters

were scattered $ the Other groups sugges

agree abott what constitutes student success.

Three ignifiCant fnnctions'(p<0001-, .001 '.01) ala

lng they do not unanimously

were found for the_

nonsucceas descriptions,:with the first function accounting for'over three-

Classification was correct for 55.7% of:the respondents-,-_

-
-f the:etudents misclassified across the other 4 groups and with

fourths of the variance,

with over half

faculty misclAssifications grouped ore with _administrators and coaches (rather

than with students as was_the case-for theix success descriptions
,

Figure 2 desc ibes the spatial relationships among the 5 groups descriptions

of success students by'plotting-their-centroids on functions I snd II. Figure 3

_plots them for n_nsuccess. Interpretations of the functions are not clearcut,_

but it is possible to , draw some inferences from the standardized disc

coefficients reported in Tables 2 and 3. (These coefficients usually indicate

the relative contribution of'each predictor variable to a function, although it

is possible to find on a positive centroid a g pug that doe

the dimensions with Positive coefficients (Tatsuoka, 1971).)
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To help interpret diffetenceF

importan-e'each

.(AppendixA):

type of sucCess

derived. If -orrelation.between dimension rating and type of success is high,

that indicatesthat this dimension is considered important for determining-level

the 5_groups, we ranked the relative

21 dimensions These rankings are given in Table

-gether:with the correlations between dimension rating and-

(whether succeaSful _r nonsuccessful) from which they were

of-success. correlation indicates-poor discrimination between

Combining the information in Table, 4 with the placement of the 5 groups

in Figures 2 and 3 we can make!the _ollowing conclusions-about the groups';

differendes in studenteValuation:

-tudents-appeari--to agreennre-with each, other, particularly

determining uccessful-students -than with the other 3 groups. Function 1-

_Figure 2 clearly makes this:separation ith the coaches,admisoions staff,

and deans and masters -Olacing more emphasis on nonacademic-Aspectsof college7-

Participation in Organizations, Ethical Behavior,_Athletic Performance, Personai

Growth77than do

by the

he 'faculty students overall._ This nonclusion is supported

relative importance rankings in Table 4. Function 11 is_not as easily

interpreted, partly because-the 5 groups are not really:dispe sed

The difference between those falling above and below the axis appears to be

eapeciallytheir emphases on traditional criteria--AcademicEffort & AchieVement

grades) and Pe

Faculty enphas ze the traditional'crite

ence toward Graduation--versus Self-Directed Behavior.

There are

of the College

the students:

areas of considerable agreement among the different segments!

community. Most groups'give high importance to_ Congruence

the College, AcademidEffor_ and Achievnent, Emotionally Stable BehaVior, Self_

Directed Bhaviniand Intellectual Perspective ancLCuriositi. 7they al-So-agree

on which dimensions are peripheral to suCces---the ipecific academic-dinenaions,

Athletic Performance, Discr mination:Issues Behavior, --d Persistence t _ard Gradu-

==--atioa :21



How would the five groups ideally use the dimensions?

19

_

After describing-

their nominees:, respondents were_askedAo consider how impo tant they would

find each CCQ category when dis -iminating successful and Unsuccessful-

students from average students providing they_had:adequate information on

all the categories. These responses should re

_dimension in the ideal_case..

lect the importance ef each

The "ideal" rank order ofTthe21 dimensions is given in Table 5

(Appendix A ) =
All of the general academic dimensions (except Career Goals),

Ethical Code Behavio_ Personal Growth, and Congruence with the College,

rank in the_top ten, and receive ratings:which suggest that-.they.Would he*

u ed frequently (3.50-4.50-:oh the 1-3:41oint scale) . Lowestare-the-3'.: _

epecific academic. dimensiOns Athletie Performance, .Discrimingtion IssUea

-Behavior,-,and.13.ersistence_toward Graduation.

How does "ideal use"_ comRr_e_vil,th eal use"? Many dimensions are

accorded approximately the same=importance in the "real" and the "ideal",

but there are several discrepancies between what respondents say they would

ideally do with sufficient information and the dimensions they actually

stress in evaluation of real nominees.

The following dimensions-were

the ideal atings-, but in fac

among actual students.

anked onlymederately-LOOrtant in_

auccessere very powerful discriminators o

Criterion Dimension
Congruence_with:the College
-AoadomiCEffe.rtAchievement
-Emotionally Stable Behavior
Ccignitive Profidiency'
Interpersonal Responsiveneas

Rank of Real Use Rank _o
1
2

3

6

8

'Ideal Use"
8

10

9

11
13

Conversely, some-dimensions:rated 4s veryimportant in

- ranked much lower in actual use.

the_"ideal"
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Creative-Performance
Intellectual Growth
Pereonal Growth
Ethical Code_Behavio

alterna ive explanations could be given for the considerable

for success
eve uation

ences between the importance respondents g ve so e dimensions in describ-

students and the importance they say they ould give these

-dimensions in the ideal situation. One possibility is that behavior for some

-:dimensions_is more easily Observable than others, and that on some dimen-

'sions Yale students de not'differ en ugh to make the differentiation between

"successful" And "unsUccessful7.-behaviot possible. Academic Effort and

Achievement, Congruence with :Yale and Emotionally Stable Behavior may be

readily, observable aspectsof_behavior in the ente that the'respondenta use

them, whereas Personal Growth Intellectual:Growth, and Creative Performance

are difficult to observe. This difference in observability:may have caused_
_

the differencee,betWeen rankings for these dimensions.

-A second possible explanation, however, is that-what people say

they value and what they do value are not always the same: In reality,

Academic Effort and Achievement, Congruence with Yale, and Optimistic,

Emotionally Stable Behavior may carry more influence with the Yale community

than it knows and Creative Performance, Intellectual Growth and Personal
,

Growth may redeive less-recognition then the community believe-it adtords.

What types of student_behavior a the five groups value? The patterns

successful and-unsuccessful perforAlaoce that the 5 groupsof respondents

described are reported in T b es 6 and 7,(Appendix A).

Success types. We observe from Table 6 that the groups nominate
_ .

markedly different proportions of ther7-successtypes (p QOl) It coul&
_

be argued that the college_groups do not have diffetent values, but rather_

that they see-undergraduates_in different settings. Comparisons of the



settings the 5- groupa:know the students that lleynominated-do-- how

significant differences among...the g_ ups (p<.001).- -FacultY_Ire:theonly,

.,.-group :who report that they know some (about 20%) their auccess nominees:

only'-iniformal classroom setZiags.. 'However, about 80% o the:facultr

nominees are seen formal-and-inf rmal places. Students' nominees
,

are also known primarily in foTmal and informal situations (60%) withi-

Habout 40% known in informal settings

:masters report a mixture of settings-

on Athletic coaches, and deans and

ereaaadmissions staff nomina

_

more stUdenta (aboUt 60% ) knoWn in informal settings.:

Even though settings may differ for the groups, we also know that the

7 success types are n-t merely different sides of the same students they

are basically d _fer nt people end diaplay different char iteristics

before, during, and _after Yale (Hackman & Taber, submitted for publication).

WeJ)elieve-thatsubstantially different:value aets are displayed by the 5

groups in their nominations ofstudents.

Undergraduates_nominate and_describe slightly ore Grinds and slightly

:fewer Leaders than'do the other five types, but the number of each-type is

essentially:aqual. It ikely that students are able to observe a wide

of and therefore can evaluate and

identify more kinds of student pirformance. They are the only group to

nominate a substantial num er of Socializers rt-, 48 of the total 52;
_ _

range student behavio _n the community,

it may be that Socializers are the only highly visible students in the

community whomsome tuden

well.

s especially Freshmen and_Sophomores

_Faculty, as expected,.nominate pxedominently-:the hree "academ c"

types, Careerists, Scholars, and Grinds, in that order. The academic

kno

amphasis most likely reflects both the primary educational values of many
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-faculty, and the kind o_ behavior on which many faàulty can mosr con idently

evaluate students.-

-15c.thletic Coaches nominate Leaders andHAthletes -- the two types nighest

_in athletic achievement -- 4 out of 5:times. They nominate by far_the_largest

propo tion of athletes of any community group. Since-coaches do not teach

classesi their contact with students-is almost exclustvely through sports.

Deans andillasters most frequently nameLeaders and- Careerista,-followed

by Scholars.

Admissions Staff distribute their nominations across all but the Grind,

but use half of-their nominations for Leaders;

Nonsuccesa_types. The undergraduatas nominated by fellow Studenta as

unsuccessful are fairly evenly distributed across the five types. The same

is true of-the-Athletic Coaches' nominees. In contrast, Faculty members

place almost two-thirds of their nominees in the academicelly_Unqualified

group with much smaller proportions among the three types that are mode

ately high in academic performance. Over half of the faculty nominees

are known only in formal classroom settings. (Distribution of settings

where nominees are known by respondent groups is significant'at p.00l.

Both the Deans and Mastes and the Admissions Staff include relatively

larger proportions in-the Academically Alienated and the Personally Disliked

types, and both include proportionately fewer in the Unqualified. Admissions

people nominate no studeW.:s_inthe'Extreme Grind group and few in-the

Directionless.

.

.
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Hypothesis IV. The dimensions types performance that

members academic departmenti

_lassified acco_y_ model.

Biglan (1973a,-1973b) and Smart and Elton (197$) have sho that

-academic depa- -ents differ in their departmental goals, task omit--

menta, social connectedness, and scholarly out-ut When classified according

to Biglan's empirically derived model of atad

model's 3 dimensions include:

e subject area The

the existence of a single pa adigm

(hard versus soft); concern with living or organic-nbjects of

study _(life -systems versus nonlife systems)1 --d 3) concern with practical

application of subject matter (pure:versus AR2).1)

Our hypothesis proposes that the differences found among

academi- clusters will extend to the valueaculty hold about student

success and failure. To test the hypothesis we have assigned the

faculty:respondenrs to 6 of_Biglan's 8 -ells. (None of the Yale College_

departtents fit into Biglan

o- h

men s

primarily agricultural Pure-Life-Applied

educationally oriented SoftLife-Applied-cluste.3.) -he depar

represented in Our analyses are described in thefollowin

Classification of Criteria Study Academic Departments
:Using Biglan's 3Dimensicinal Model

g char

Task -

Area Nonlife System
Hard Sof

System-. Nonlife-System Life System-

Pure

Applie

Astronomy
-Chemistry
Geology
Mathematics':::

Physics

Biology
Molecular Bio-

physics Et.
Biochemistry

En-ineerin
_Oplied

CompUrer Sci nee
Statistics 2

-erican Studies
Classics
English
Romance Lang.

& Lit.
History
Music
Philosophy
Religious Studies
Germanic Lang.

&-Lir.
Near Eastern Lang

& Lit-

Administrative
Sciences
(OperationsRes

Economics

:Anthropology
Political Sci.
Psychology
Sociology
Linguistics



To test this hypothesis,, we will examine whether the__ Faademjc -lusters-

-.differ on the following -aspects of student evaluation:

--Real use of dimenSione. Do the departmental groups differ in their

descriptions of students whom they consider particularly successful? those

considered unsuccessful?

--Ideal use Of the dimens ons, Do they-differ in the ways hey would

ideally use the criterion dimensions to evaluate undergraduates, provided

that they had enoughvinformat on about all 21 dimensions of performance?.

--Nomination of s-udent types._ Do the 6 clusters differ-in,the types

'of successful 'student behavior that-,they value? of unsuccessful student

types?-.

Real use of dimensions. In their evaluations of:successful students,

the departmental groups differ significantly. They do_ not', however, have

statistically significant differences in thei

descriptions.

TWo significant discriminant functions

the success descriptions on the criterio

unsuccess tudent

dimensions, with the _first

function accounting for 60%-of the variance. (See Table 8, Appendix A),-

Centroids of the 6 groups are presented in - -4 Classification based

on the discriminant functiont is correct for 66.94% of the faculty members.

The soft-nonlife7pure (humanities) and soft-life7pure (social science)

ost accurately classified, with the sof -nonlifeapplied

(primarily economics)-and hard-nonlife-pure ( Isical sciences) faculty

having the Most misclassifications.

-_Discriminant functiOns per- parsimonious, in -pretations o dimensions

Underlying group differences (Tatstoke 1971). Although direct inter-

pretations are not always possible, the.nature of the-dimension represented -
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by a discriminant function may be assessed from its standardized discrimin-

ant coefficients which indicate the relative contribution of each predictor

variable The largest coefficients for functions I and II are given in

Table 8 and interpretation is supplemented by Table 9 (Appendix'A) which

reports E'ests on crite ion dimension means forhard versussoft and

life versus nonlife systems It should be noted that although groups

represented by positive centroids usually-place a'greater absolute emphasis

on the predictor variables with large positive discriminant weights and

vice vrsa, this does not always have to be the case. Therefore, it is

helpful to.look at average predictor scores when comparing the hard-soft

and life-nonlife extremes _f the two functions.

Biglanls hardsoft dimension clearly is represented by function I and

his life-nonlife dimension by dimension II. We can see from Figure4 that

one cluster initially appears out-of-place Biglan!s empirical research

classified economics departments in the soft-nonlife-applied cell whereas

our SNA group (about 2/3 economics facultyand 1/3 operations researchers)

is centered among the hard disciplines. This placement agrees with the

neoclassical aMphasis of the Yale College economics department which,

unlike the other "sof-" departments, follows paradigm (i.e., has a

commonly agreed upon set of proble _- for study and approved methods to be

used in their explorafion). The operations research faculty also fitS the

deseription.

With this interpretation of the SNA group as more hard than soft, We can

see that func

6

ion 1:clearly differentiates the soft disciplines7-humanities

and social sciences.7, a the hard areaS.. The students nominated by th

hard faculty members are described as ignificantly higher (p<.001)-in
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Mathemst-cal Proficiency. The humanities and social science faculty

describe their sUccess nominees as significantly higher (p.05 or ,bette )

in Intellectual and Personal Growth, in Communication Proficiency and in

Foreign Language Proficiency.

Function II differentiates the life and nonlife departments with the

Social and biological scientists located on-the:positive-end of the fu----ion.

Examination of4Figure 4:and Table 9 indicates that the life disciplines

emphasize (p.05 or better) Career Goals, Interpersonal Responsiveness,

Persistence toward Graduation and Congruence with the College. The

nonlife dePartments' nominees are significantly higher (p<.05) in Artistic

Performance and tend to be higher in Creative P-rformance. _

Nomination of_student_types. As would be expected from their di_ erent

uses of the real and ideal dimensions, the 6 departmental groups' descrip7

tions of successful stnden s fall into significantly-different types (p<.001).

The proportions of each of the 7 success types nominated by the faculty groups

are shown in Table 12 (Appendix A). The social scientists name primarily

Careerists and Scholars; they are the only group with no nominees classi-

fied as Grinds. '.The huMani.ties faculty distribute their nominations mostly

among Scholars, Artists, Grinds and Leaders Over half of ihe -seudents

d -cr bed as successful by the economist-o erations researchers and by the

Hprimarily are Grinds or Careerists.

The majority of physical _scientists nominated Careerists:whereas the

bioloical scientists place major emphasis upon Schola and Grinds.
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Do the 6 de artmental groups differ in their ideal use of the criterion

dimensions? The soft and hard departments say that they would use the dimensions

differently, if they had full information about a udent they were evaluating.

The different values that these two groupings place on the dimensions are shown

in the one significant discriminant function found for evaluating successful

students and again for evaluating nonsuccessful one (p.05). Results of the

discriminant analyses are given in Table 10 and -t-tests comparing the soft.

and hard disciplines are reported in Table 11 (in Appendix A). The placements

of the 6 departmenLJ1 clusters on function I in each analysis are shown in

Figures 5 and 6. Over half of the variance is accounted for by each function I.

The soft and hard deparmental groups are divided in ideal use very much

as they differ on descriptions of real students. Mathematical Proficiency

Creative Performance continue to be more highly regarded by the economists,

yhysical scientists,:biological scientists :and engineering:& statistics faculty

than by the humanitiea faculty and so_lal scientists. These dimensions have

the highest nositive coefficienta on function I and univariate t7testslare.

significant at the pT.001 level. Although Athletic Perfotmance is not considered

very important for undergraduate evaluation by either grouping, the hard departments

consider it significantly more important Ow do the soft faculty (p.05).

As it was for real use of the dimensions,Foreign Language:Proficiency discriminate s

between the soft and hard faculty-7even though neither group rates this skill

particularly crucial. The soft faculty are higher in Foreign Language importance,

in Communication Proficiency importance (writing and speaking skills)., and they

also consider Congruence with the College more important than the hard faculty do.
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H othesis V. The d mensions and t es of student erformance that de aduat
value in their fellow students differ _according to the undergraduates SPX race-7.il-__ -_,_

and class year.

Sexuand race differences. Students pa:ticipating in the College Criteria

Study originally were selected from a stratification of sex, race, and class year.

This makes it possible to compare the nominee descriptions of 6 sex-race groups:

white men, white women, black men, black women, Spanish-American men, Spanish-

American women. Results of multiple discriminant comparisons and univariate

analyses of variance are reported in Tablee 13,14, and 15(in Appendix A).

Locations of the group centroids are shown in Figures) and_8.

Two significant functions (p4.001, .10) were found for both the euccess

and nonsuccess student descriptions of the 6 sex7race groups. The first auccess

unction accounts for 45% of the variance; the first nonSuccess funetiorvfor 35%.

For both kinds of success descriptions function I differentiates between the

women d men respondents. (The exception i- that the Spanish-Americ women

non uccess description centroid places with the men.) This clear diffe ence

between men and women their evaluation of other students is reinforced by the

___results_of_univariate_anslyses, When_success_and=nonauccess_descriptions_are

grouped together, women rate their nominees higher than do men an al1 of the

21 dimensions (13 of the 21 are statistically significant at p.05 or better).

Although the w men's descriptions of successful nominees are Slightly higher than

_those of men for Academic Effort & Achievement and Persistence toward Graduation,

these two mo e traditional criteria of:student performance have weights on the

men'e end of function I. This indicates that the men place relatively greater_

emphasis on these criteria than would be expected, given their emphases on the

other dimensions.

3 4
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In evaluatin3 the success or nonsuccess of other students, women differ

from men in their relatively greater emphasis on a number -f dimensions that are

not primarily academic in nature. The women's end of the,first function is charac-

terized by Congruence with the College, the 4 interpersonal dimensions (P -ti ipation

in Organizations, Interpersonal Sociability, Interpersonal Responsiveness, Discrim-

ination Issues) Career Goals, and Optimistic, Emotionally Stable Behavior. This

contrast is supported by the analyses -f variance in_Table 15.

Function II separates white and minority respondents for their success descrip-

tions; and, for nonsuccess descriptions, sorts out the minority men from the rest.

The one criterion dimension that consistently differs for whites and minorities

is Congruence with the College. Minority students describetheirsuccesaful

n -inees as significantly less congruent with Yale than do the whites, and their

unsuccessful nominees as more congruent (p..4001).

Optimistic, Emotionally Stable Behavio_r.

The 6 race-sex groups also differ in the

success ul (p.01) 'but not in their distribution of unsucCes

e- success type percentages are given

A similar pattern occurs for

ypes of students hey describe

ful descriptions.'

Table 16 n Appendix A

Class-year and-sex differences.. We also divided-the Undergraduate- respon-

dents into 8 class yearrsex groups:and compared their dese iptions of successful.

nominees and then of unsnccessful nominees. Two significant .functions-,(p440L.01)-,

were found, f--- the success descriptions and -ne (p.001) for the nonsu_ esa.--

esults.ones. (See Tablesi 17 and18 for the _--ultiple discrimin

7able 19_giVes significance leVels of univariat- analyses of-variance on the-

dimensions for sex by class year by success type

students.)

The relationshipsamong the 8 class:year-sex groups can be seen in Figures

eparately for white and minor ty

9:and 10. Function I discriminatesbetween_the men and_Women,_With the men falling
=

on the negative end:and the women -placectpositively. :Only the freshman women are

ositioned sli htly -ithin the men7_ "te e not d in the discussion
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of respondents' differences along sex and race lines, it is particularly difficult

to interpret the underlying -eaning of the sex function I because women rate their

nominees consistelly higher than the men. The pattern of function II is less apparent

than that of the first success function. It does not represent a clear progression

=across class years however, the tvo freshnan groups do separate out together

on both functions indicating that function II may per aila to Socialization or involve-

ment in the Yale scene.Because the upperclasswomen in our study were among:the

first women's classes in Yale College, they would not be expected to resemble

their "fellow7 classmates in a systematic way. H_ ever the men and women Centroids

are ordered in a parallel way on function:II: juniors lowest, then sophomores,

seniors, and freshmen highe

Only the first discriminan function ia significant p .001) for these groups'

description of their nonsuccess nominees. Interpretatic11,4

unclear.

The univariate alyses reveal 2 dimens_ons that have significant interactions

a- ng the students when grouped by class year, sex, and type of success being'

described. These findings indicate that, for men, both Academic Effort and Achieve-

unction i

nt and Career Gaels become increasingly Important during their college years.

There is a much wider gap bet een the suCcess and nonsuccess of freshmen%nominees

on:these dimensions than for seniors. Women describe their nominees-as consider-

ably high than the men's on Career Goals from the freshman year:on up. Their ratings-

also suggest an increase in the importance of Career Goals during college; but

Academic Effort & Achievement does not make as drastic a change.-

As might be expected from our other findings, the S class year-sex groups_differ

-significantly (p.001) in proportions of:student success types that they describe.-

These percentage are giveniin Table 20. The women consistently name larger

proportions of Scholars and Careerists than do the men. Han mane greater Pro7

rtion- o students'classified as Artists and Athletes.
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-Hypothesis VI. An analys s of a -ollege's multitile evaluating environments
can provide a profile is t e-co ege s_central values ani can clarify the many
forces affecting and educating its stud-el-Its.

We-have already-reported data-to-support-this hypo hesis-in-early-Results------------

and Discussion sections Thecontent of the profile that emerges from-the previous

hypotheses will-be revicd in the fall° ing Summaryiand Concldsions.



Summary_and Conclusions

In thia'paper we-have proposed that multiple evaluating environments

exist_within_organizations_and_bave_stressed_the_importance_of_their impact

in_organizations_ where the primary products are people.-_The purpose of the

:-paper has_been to demonstrate the existence of multiple evaluatingenvironments-

_in an educational organizationYale College-7andthen to draw-a-profile of this

college based on theaualyals. Six hypotheseahave:been examined with the

-following results:

Hypothesis I. A college'l-sevaluating_environmen uses multiple-criteria.-

We have shown that thecriteria,use by the college community-studied (Yale

College) can be described by_21 comprehensive_dimensionaof student perfozmance.

-These dimensions are grouped into five areas of college life7-general academic,

specific academlc,-personal interpersonal, and institu ional. They have been

developed from the College Criteria Questionnaire on Which members of the

Yale College community (stude ts, faculty, deans and_masters, admissions sta

and athletic coaches) 'desc ibed 2 "most succes-sful

stude .ts

d-2 Ile successful"

Hykothes is II. The predomAnant t e o_ student-success and _ailure in

a college's 'evaluating environment are varied in centent_although relatively few

_in number. 'Thing the 21 dithensions as input, we have identified 7 patterns of

_student:succesti and 5 patterns of nOnsuccess that are prevalent within the::
:=

college community studied. These patterns are useful in describing a college

-
and the different.types of student performance valued in. it,.various parts.

HypothesiII.-_Faculty,_ student, administrative, admissions, and athletic

groups within _ college evalUate:student performance-differently.-We described

how diese groups differed in the information available, in:their real e of

the 21 criterion,dimen5ions to_evalUate successful and'nonaUcCessfUl:undergradu-

ates, in the ways-they say they would ideally use the dimensioni, and in

-types of-real_student they nominated for auCcesa-and nonsuccess
_

the

_describing
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students whom they consider-successful, faculty and -students appear-to:agree more

with.each other that with theadmissions, administrative, or athletic groups.

The-latter-3-evaluating-environments-within-the-collegeTplace-more

nonacademiuidimensions of success=than,dothe faculty or students-... We also-looked-

at how:th- 5 groupwould ideally use the dimensions, given that they had sufficient

information about a student. 'Although many dimensionswere accorded similar

importance for ideal use as-10r:real usethere were considerable discrepancies_

for others. The groups also differed cignifiantly in the types of students

they valued. Undergraduates spread their nomination across the 7 types of

success and 5 types of nonsuccess identified in the study. Faculty emphaSized

the-3 academically oriented success types-and pladed almost two-thirds of th ir

nonsuccess nominees in the academically Unqualified pattern. The athletic

coaches_mostly name the two types-with athletic-achievement for success.

Hypothesis:IV. The dimension- and es of student_parforman_e that faculty

=me- ers value differ s academic de.artments claEsified according

.to Biglan's model. We found that Biglan's model extends to inalySes_uf the

evaluating environments withind college facultyAn terns _f their descriptions

of real students considered particularly successful and in terms of ideal values.

-
There were no differences, however, among his groupingd-for_nonsuccess descriplions.

Once-we assigned the economics and operations research faculty to the hard_side-:-

of his paradigm dimen ion, our departmental groups arly-fell intorhard-soft

departments and 'life-nonlife distinctiots. 'A hdrd-soft factor els-6 appears for--

the_faculty member reports:of haw they would ideally usethe dimensions. And,

the 6_group nominate=significantly different types of studentsas Successful..

Hypothesis V. -The dimensions_andrypes uf studentperformance that:under-

graduates Value in their fellow Students differ_accordia- to the Undergraduatest_

_sex,:race d _class year. Although we found significant differences on,student

_success and nonsUccessAescriptiOns for 6:sex-race
.--r- _

,between the_ white and_mitority Students was the_whiteegreater value_of Congruence

_he prima_y-difference



with Yale and Optimistic Emotionally_Stable Behavior. The women tend to give

more_pnsitive evaluations i_ general and emphasize nonacademic dimension _of

studentperformance more than the men who give more weight to 2 of the tradi-_ _
tional college,measures--Academic Effort & Achievement (including grades) and

Persistence towar&Graduation. The differences that we found among the values

that students from different class years hold suggest variations based on their-

commitment or involvement to the college. . Freshmen aad sqniors are similar

in some ways because of their stance as more peripheral meMbers of the student--

body--either moving in or out and not.quite a central part. -miiht be

ected, men and women name significantly different proportions of the 7 success

types -7ith women's nothindes:classified more often as Scholars and Careerist's

and men'a more of ten as Artists and Athletes They are similar in thei

tributionsnf the othertypes7-Leaders, Grinds,*and Socializers.

le evaluat_

canlprovide a rofilt of the college's central values and can clarify the many

forces affecting and educating its students. A major theme that reappears through

,:.nut our Analyses is that those stddentsnonsidered-particularly successful by

Yaleb evaldating environments are the onea who deal:well with the college'

complexity. GiVen a multitude of opportunities and-choices, they select resources,

activities, and_associates of interest, integrate these into:coherent Wholes,

-and thus create persnnal_paths-nf develoPment through the- Yalt College experience.

Successful paths_can lie in a number of Airections--1 adership, scholarship,:

artistic ekcellence -athhtic achievement Lial perfor _rice, career orientation

-or academic orientatiOn. Whatever the goal, successful performance is consistently

characterized by the-student's selfa.directedness. licth=inIdescribing real students_

and in rating the ideal importance of the different performance dimensions, self7

directed behavior appea s high on the list. In contrast,-those:studts deseribed

-_-as particularly-unsuccessful are either very narrowly_academic, or lack self-_

direction and congruence with the college. -They all have difficulty dealing with



the complexity of the college'a-Many evaluating environments,

iterations and further research. The institutionaljirefile which'has

been -drawm-brexamining-evaluating-envitorazenta Within a college offers an

organizational'analysis that differs from other environmental mea ures (see

:Baird, 1974) and from nther student typologies

Waish,1974).'

ee Feldman & ,HeWcomb- 1970;

ed in the College Criteria

Studyappear to:be generalizable to other_college env onments, with possible

additions or deletions of some Categories in the College Criteriatestionnaire.

Some of the .types that we derived:resemble those found-in other student

typologies and woad Undoubtedly reappear on -other college comfit

However, the particular configuration of types would veryAikely, differ from-

-one campus tnanother In lact, the typologies can provide a useful picture,

the values prevalent Al a particular collega:community.

The knowledge gained uch a college profile is helpful as

organizational descriptien. In addition profiles could be compa ed among,-

colleges to examine institttinnal similarities and differences. But perhaps

more important, an understanding of thegoals central to an entire community

and knowledge of the multiple goals held-by diffetent evaluating environments

are-inValuable:uinformationHfor Organizational development efforts_within an

_ inètitution. AB Biglan suggests in his comParisona of differences among (1973a,1972_

academic _ields, the-heterogeneity among departments must be acknowledged in

making policy, or in creating change The heterogeneity that exists beyond,

departmental, faculty boundaries Alan must be adknowledged.

,time, we muatseek and find the:counoi

together.



Criterion Dimensions

General Academic Dimensions

Intellectual Growth 76 79

Cognitive Proficiency 86 79

Cbmunication Proficiency 89 80

Intellectual Perspective

and Curiosity 90 83

Table 1

Percentages .of Dimension Use:

1g1

Students. -Facult Athletics leans&MASters AdMisSions All Res ondents.

--Non

Succes uccess Succes success SuCces Success Succes

c/a

Creative Performance 88 80

Acadethic.Effort

and Achievement 92 87

Self-Directed Behavior 92 84

Career Goals 96 89-

S ecific Academic Dimensions

Mathematical Proficiency 74 73

Foreign Language Proficiency 79 65

Artistic Performance 85 81

Personal Dimensions

Personal Growth 69 80

OptimisticEmotionally

-Stable Behavior 97 94

Ethical Behavior 92 85

,Athletic Performance 86 83

Inter ersonal Dimensions

Participation in Organizations91 86

Interpersonal Sociability 97 97

InterPersonal Responsiveness 93 89

_Discrimination issues Behavia85 78

Institutional Dimensions

Congruence with the College .97 94

Persistence toward Graduation 97 . 96

uccess Succes

% % % 7, % %

68 58 90 75 78 69 .69 53

81 72 70 41 76 58 69 43

95 84 87 59 86 73 84 77

88 70 93 59, 84 69 85 55

98 86 90 63 81 61 '69 47

94 86 86 62 91 84 80 60

90 79 95 63 89 75 88 67

94 70 95 60 94 86 90 71

69 47 21 06 53 37 38 13

38 27 37 19 37 37 56 27

40 23 63 31 65 42 69 47

56 46 90 94 78 69 75 73

86 77 98 92 91 89 91 84

75 59 97 10 92 . 75 92 77

34 25 97 97 75 55 72 53

59 38 96 67 87 74 91 81

76 60 100 98 92 90 85 82

70 50 98 75 86 75 88 76

39 22 87 66 79 50 81 47

89 76 100 88 93 86 94 89

92 78 100 100 93 93 94 87

%

74 72 73'

83 73 78

90 80 85

89 77 83,

89 79 84,

92 85 8

91 81 8

95 83 89 .

67 60 4

64 50 , 57

71 62 '67

67 71 69

93 89 91

88 78 83-

72 67 70 -:

83 73 78

91 87 89 ,

87 78 82

73 61 67'

95 89 92

95 91
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Table 2

:u1tinle7Discriminant Ana is of Success Student Descriptions
by !Five Collage Groups

(Faculty- Studentsi- Athleticsi:Deansand Mastera., AdMiasiona)

:Discriminant
Function Ligenvalue

Relative
Percentage

Canonical Functions Wilks
Correlation Derived Lamda Chi-S uare df

0 .5374 313.020*** 84

.35252 50.46 .511 1 .7268 160.828*** 60

.22806 32.64 .431 2 .8926 57.290* 38

.09284 13.29 .291 3 .9754 12.545 18

.02520 3.61 457

=0.001
*=P.05.-

1,argest Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for Functions

tFunctian I Function:II-

ve Participation in Organizations 4-.15 Self-Directed Behavior

Ethical_Behavior 14

Athletic Performance 13

_Personal Grovith -- 13

Discrimination Issues Behav or 12

ve Cognitive Proficiency -.18 Academic Effort & Achievement -.23

Interpersonal Responsiveneas -.14 Persistence Toward Graduation -.16--

4 8



-le Discriminant Anal sis of Nonsuccesa-Student Descri on

by _Five Collegu:Groups
(Faculty, Students, Athletics, Deans -and Masters, Adm ns)

-Discriminan -= Relative _Canonical Functions Wilks
: :Function = Eigenvalue Percentaga:CorreiationDerived --Lambda C441gmEtA df-

1 .76220 75.95 .658
2 .11058 11.02 .316

3 .08110 8.08 .274

4 .04971 4.95 .218

=p.001
*=p.05

0 .4503 361464***= 84
1 7934 104.812*** 60

2 .8812 57.299* 38

3 .9526 _21.976 18

Standardized Dscriminant Function Coefficients for Funct on

Function

Ltive Interpersonal-:SOCiability
-_ Cognitive Proficiency ,

-Function II

+.19 Congruence with the_College
+.16 -Career Goals

Discrimination-Issues
1_Intellectual Growth--_

Participation in Organizations --,22

+.15

+.14
Behavior _+.11

+.10

Academic-Effort_6_Achievement
Artistic Performance -.13 -Personal DeVelopment

Interpersonal SoCiability
Persistence toward Graduation-
Ethidal:Behavior

49



. Table 4

Rel4tkilmportance of thelimensions forthe Five Colle e,Grou s:

Correlations of Dimensions with 'TyL121=algsss and Rank Order for Grou s

Criterion Dimensions StUdents Faculty Athletics. Deans&Masters 'Admissions igaallItalE-

r rank r rank r rank r rank r r rank

Academic General Dimensions

.

Intellectual Growth .65 7 .68 9 .75 6 .67 14 .65 141/2 .66.

Cognitive Proficiency .64 81/2 .83 21/2 .53 15 .70 .12 .68 13 .68

Communication Proficiency .64 81/2 .73 '7 .51 16 .74 10 .65 141/2 .66

Intellectual Perspective- _..

and.Curiosity .68 31/2 .78 5 .67 12 ..76 8 .86 3 .71

Creative Performance .60 111/2 .78 5 .58 13 .68 13 .41 17 .64

Academic Effort

and Achievement .68 31/2 .85 1 .76 4- .80 4 .84 4 .74

Self-Directed Behavior .67 5 .78. 5 .74 81/2 .81 3 .76 9 .71

. Career Coals .58 14 ,66 10 .57 14 .62 16 .73 11 .61

Academic S ecific Dimensions

Mathematical Proficiency .29 19 .51 15 .29 18 .34 19 .15 21 .35

--Foreign Language Proficiency .26 20 .27 17 .20 21 .30 21 .37 191/2 .26

Artistic Performance ,44 16 .21 19 .27 191/2 ..33 20 .38 18 .38

Nonicademie Personal Dimensions

Personal Growth .
.59 13 .56 131/2 .75 6 .73 11 .73 11 .60

Emotionally Stable Behavior .72' 2 .72 8 .80 2 .85 2 .87 2 .73

Ethical Code Behavior .55 15 .60 11 .73 10 .76 9 .77 8 .59

Athletic Performance .16 21 .06 21 .69 11 .50 18 .37 191/2 .17

Nonacademic Inter ersonal Dimensions .

Participation in Organizations .63 10 .44 i6r .82 1 .77 7 .82 6 .60

-.Interpersonal Sociability .60 111/2 .56 131/2 .75 6 -.79 5 .83 5 Al

Interpersonal Responsiveness ..66 6 .59 12 .74 81i. .78 6 81 7 .66

-Discrimination Issues BehaVior .42 17 .13 20 .27 191/2 .65 15 .73. 11 .39

Institutional DimensiOns

Congruence with the College .79 1 .83 21/2 ,78 3 .85 1 '.90 1 .80

Persistence toward Graduation .33 18 .23 18 , .32 17 .55 17 .56 16 .33

41/2

10

.2

41/2

111/2

18

20

17

131/2

3

15

21-

131/2

111/2

8

16

1

19

4 V,



Table 5

Rankin s 3f 21 Criterion Dimensions for
mportance in "Real Use" and Importance in "Ideal Use"

47

_Dimensions-

General Academic Dimensions
Intellectual Growth-
Cognitive Proficiency
Communication Preficiency
IntelleetuaLPerspective:

And Curiosity _
r _

_ Creative Performance
-,;Academic EffOrt kAchievement-_
Self-:-Diredtd Behavior
Career GoalS

"Real Use"

8

6

4.5
10
2

4.5
11.5

---k-na "Ideal Use"-Ranking
Average

üccess SUceess Rank_-
2

12 11-

4

9 7

-4
10

1 1.5
14 14 14

S ecific Academic Dimensions
Mathematical Proficiency
Foreign Language Proficiency
Artistic Performance

Personal Dimens±ona
.Personal Growt
Optimistic, Emotionally Stable
Ethical Code Behavior
Athletic Performance

18

20

17

19
20
16-

19
20

18 17

Behav or
13.5
3 11

15 7

21 21

3 4

7 9

4 6

21 21

Interpersonal Dimensions
Partidipation in Organizations

_Interpersonal Sociability.--1
TriterperSonal:ResPonsiveness
Discrimination Issues Behavior

15

.13
18-

Insciutional-Dimensions:
CongrUence with the.College
PetsiStende reward Graduation

--1 10

19 17

15 15

10.5 12

13 13

17 18

6 8

16 16

"Real Use" rankings are based on ordering the correlations of dimension ratings and

success type for the real students nominated in the study.

"Ideal Use" rankings are based on the ordering of importance rat ngs in answer to two

questions: "How much would you use the category to differentiate 'Most Successful'

undergraduates from other students?" and "How much would you use the category to

differentiate 'Least Sticcessful' undergraduates?"
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Leader Scholar Grind Artist Athlete Caree st Socializer Total

% %

Students
(n=320)

9.7 13.4 16.6 14.7

Faculty 6.3 23.4 19.5 14.8

_=128)Y

Athletics
(n=19)

47.3 0.0 5.3

Deans and
Masters
(n=35)

40.0 17.1 2.9 0.0

Admissions 50.0

(n=16)-

12.5 0.0 12.5

Total % 13.5 15.8 15.3 13.3

n ' 70 82 79 69

Chi square = 13
p<.001

2.1.2m

Students
(n295)

Faculty
(n=112)

Athletics
n=16)

Deans and
!tasters

Admissions
(n=15)

Total n
7.

Chi square
p=<.001

.10

Table 7

7.

15 6 15.0 15.0 100 0

7.0 27.4 1.6 100.0

36.8 0.0 100.0

8.6 1.4 0.0 100.

6 6.3 12.5 100.0

13.5 18.5 10-.0 100.0

70 96 518

Collese Groups: Percentazes of Nominees
in Each Nonsuccess Type

Extreme

Disliked Grind Alienated Unqualified Directionless Total

9.3

5.4

25.0

24.1

33.3

79

16.9

= 110.12

20.0

8.9

22.4

8.9

18.6

64.3

25.0 18.8 18.8

17.2 37.9 6.9

0.0 46.7 13.3

78 94 134

16.7 20.8 28 7

%, %

19.7 100.0

12.5 100.0

12.5 100.0

13.8 100.0

6.7 100.0

79 467
100.0
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Table 8

MultipleD scrimina, Analysis of $uccessS tudent Descrptións
hy,JUL Ity_kept:S.L_nentalGrouna

Discriminant
-Function C genvalue

:Atelative Canonical
Percentage Correlation

FUnotions
Derived

Wilks
Lambda Chil.Square df

0 .1330 214.832*** 105

1.76725 59.96 .799--. 1 .3681 106.431* -80

2 .58412 19.82 .607.. 2 .5831 57.438 57

3 .25305 8.59 .7307 33.413 36

4 .23296 7.90 .435 .9009 11.110 17

5 .10995 3.73 .315 --

***=-p.001
*9).05

a est Standa-dized Disoriminan Func-ion Coeffitien for

notion 1

Posltfve _athematidal Proficiency
Discrimination Issue_
-BehaVior

Creative:Performance
Self-Directed Behavior-
Intellectual Perspective
i'and Curiosity +.18H

-Athletic Performance- +.14
-.-Academio Effort and

,Aohievement
Optimistic,',Emotionally

Stable:Behavior,

.68

+.26
+.23
+.19

Negative Foreign Language
Profidienoy:-

Cognitive Proficiency'

Intellectual.Growth,
InterperSonal ResponSive-

pesa,
CommunieatiopProficiency
Participation in Organir

zationa:
Ethical Behavior

Function 2,

rst Two Functions

Career Goals- +.53

Interpersonal Responsiveness +.42

Proficiency +.25,Cognitive
Persistence toward Graduation +.25

Athletic Performance +.23

Congruence with the College +.20

Interpersonal Sociability +.18

Foreign Language Proficiency +.16

_Ethical Behavior +.10

2 Participation in Organizations +.10
Intellectual Perspective & Cur.+.25

+.11

Creative Performance
-.41 Discrimination Issues Behavio -.44

-.40 Optimistic, Emotionally
-.21 Stable Behavior

Artistic Performance
-.17 Intellectual Growth
-.17 Self-Directed Behavior

Communication Proficiency

-.67

-.15

5 4



Table 9

Real Use of Criterion_ Dimensions_for Success Student Descriltions:
Means and t-Tests for.Soft versus Hard-and Nonlife versus Life Denartmen s

General Academic Dimensions

Soft

_*

Hard
X

n=53 n=68

Intellectual Growth 5.70 5.20

Cognitive Proficiency 6.09 5.91

Communication Proficiency 5.66 5.26

Intellectual Perspective
and Curiosity 5.78 561_

Creative Performance 5.76 .5.76

Academic Effort
and Achievement 5.97 5.93

Self-Directed Behavior 5.93 5.88

Career Goals 5.54 5.77

Specific Academic Dimensions
Mathematical Proficiency 4.-57 5.86

Foreign Language Proficiency 4.85 4.23,:

Artistic Performance 4.77 4.51

Personal Dimensions
Personal Growth
Optimistic, EMotionally

Stable Behavior
Ethical Behavior
Athletic Performance

Nonlife Life
F-Value X

n=91 n=30

7.23** 5-38 5.55
1.79 5.96 6.06
6.01* 5.46 5.36

50

nter7--

Action-
F-Value

.37 .01

. 35 .56

1.41 5.63 5.86 1.88 .59

.00 5.83 5.53 1.92 .05

. 0 5.88 6.15
5.90 5.89

1.88 5.54 6.08

3.18 1.16
.01 .63

6.70* .39

58.78*** 5.31 5.23 .03 2.12
16.40*** 4.48 4.56 .12 2.10
2.99 4.73 4.31 5.87* 8.80**

5.12 4.65

5.45 5.50

5.72 5.58
3.70 3.86

-Inter ersonal Dimengions
Yarticipation..in'Prganizations--5.45.

:Interperaonil-Rescioheiveness-.- 5.41--

Discrimination Iseues13ehatiier 5.25 .

6.86** 4.77 5.11

. 12 5.44 5.56

.99 5.58 5.84

1.27 3.77 3.86

2.51 6.48*

. 47 .50

. 07 .01

.32 2.62

5.50: ,.38. 4.48 4.59 .39 2.14
4.47.- 1.59. 5.22 5.45 1.19 .18

5.18 5.03 5.48 7.75** .57

5..05 1.50 4.47 4.56 .44 5.43*

Institutional Dimeneions
Congruence witIV-the doliege. 5.92 5.73

Tersistence toward -Graduation5.98 6.00
1.86 5.72 6.08 5.48* .4

. 02 5.88 6.33 5.47* .08

p=
*p=

05
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Table 10

Multiple Discriminant Analyses of Ideal Criterion Dimension Use

i
by Six Faculty Departmental Oroupal

i Discriminant Relative Canonical Functions Wilks

Function Eigenvalue Percentage Correlations Derived Lambda Chi-Square df_

F4r Evaluating 0 .2333 134.63f---105

S udent Success 1 1.04775 55.93 .715 1 .4777 68.339 80

2 .35834 19.13 .514 2 .6489 40.010 57'-

3 .21044 11.23 .417 3 .7854 22.343 36::

4 .14088 7.52 .351 4 .8961 10.152 17

5 .11600 6.19 .322

FOr Evaluating
:Rtudent Nonsuccess 1

2

3

4
5

*---p( 05

Negat_ve

'Positive

1.18967
. 45541

.15090

.13095

. 07023

59.57
22.80
7.56
6.56
3.52

.737

.559

.362

.340

.256

0 .2253 137.742*
1 .4932 65.375
2 .7179 -30.661
3 .8262- 17.661.

.

4 .9344 6.278

105':

80
57
36

17

Largest Standardized Discriminant Function Coef Function I
3

-.42
Function I--Eva1Ratin- Success Function I-Evaluatin Nonsuccess
Congruence with the College -.34 Intellectual Perspective & Curiosity

Artistic Performance -.28 Congruence with the College -.41

Cognitive Proficiency -.20 personal Growth -.38

Communication Proficiency -.17 Foreign Language Proficiency -.31

Foreign Language Proficiency-.26 Artistic Performance -.18

Mathematical Proficiency +.52 Creative:Performance +.70

Creative Performance ÷ 70 MathematicaLProficiency +57
Athletic Performance ÷ .23 Academic Effort &-lAchievement 4:26

Career Goals + .32 Participation in Organizations +30
Interpersonal Sociability +.23 Athletic PerforMance +. 21

Persistence toward Craduation1-.34 Persistence toward Graduation +.23

1
The six groups are:

Soft-Nonlife-Pure (Humanities)
Soft-Life-Pure (Social Sciences)
Soft-Nonlife7Applied(Economics & Operations Research)
Hard7NonlifePure (Physical Sciences)

: Hard-Life."Ture (Biological Sciences)
Hard-Nonlife-Applied(Engineerirg& Applied Sciences,.

Computer Science, .ratistics)

2
Ratings on dimensions in response to:question:: 'How much would you use the
to differentiate 14ost:Suocessful': undergraduates from other:students?"

Ratings on dimenaions in response ro question: "How much would you use the
to differentiate 'Least'SUccessful' undergraduates?"
The signs of the coefficients have been-reversed here and :in Figure 6
tne Ideal Success and:Real Use:catinga.

5 6



Table 11

-Tests Com-a 'n
by Soft an

CriteriOn Dimensions For Evaluating

General_ Academic Dimensions
Intellectual Growth
Cognitive Proficiency
Communication Proficiency
Intellectua1 Persp. & Curiosity
Creative Performance
Academic Effort & Achievement
Self-Directed Behavior
Career Goals

Specific Academic Dimensions
Mathematical Proficiency
-Fdreign Language Proficiency
Artistic Performance

4.16
.3.79

4.15
4.15
4.28
3.91
3.83
3.21_

2.54
3.68
2.53

Personal Dimensions
Personal Growth 3.66

-Qptimistic,- Emotionally StableBe2,93
Ethical-Behavior- 3.71

Athletic-Performance

52.

Ideal Use of Criterion Dimensions
d Hard Department Faculty

Student Suceess1
Hard

X t-Value

4.02 0.76
3.83-0.34
3.80 2.47*
4.13 0.12
4.56-1.87
3.86 0.46
3.94-0.72

3.49-1.69

3.49-4.66**-
2.28 3.61***
2.22 1.50

3.42 1.18
3.06-0.91
3.63-0.44
1.83-2.33*

Inter ersonal Dimensions
Partidipation:in Organiiations ;2,43 2.56t1.10

IhterpersonaI'Sociability 2.69 2.810.85
'Interpersonal Responsiveness 2.99 2.98 0.04

Discrimination-Issues Behavior 2.19 2.07 0.12

-Jnstitutional_Dimensions
Congruence with the College 3.23 3.00 1.51
Persistence toward'Graduation 2.44 2;507-0.23

1_Ratings on dimensions in response to question: "How much would you use the c

2
to differentiate 'Most Successful' undergraduates from other students?"

Ratings on dimensions in response to question: "How much would you use the category

o differentiate 'Least Successful' undergraduates?"

-r Evaluatin- Student Nonsuccg
Soft Hard

-Value

4.10
3.40
3.84
3.78
3.64
3.61
3.55

3.07

2.30
2.52
2.26

3.84.1.34
3.4170.06.
3.57 1.81
3.61 1..21

3.810.77
3.53. 0.60_

3.64-0.66.

3.09-0.13

3.05-3.47***
2.05.2.23*
2.08 0.97-

3.72 3.23 2.32*
3.05 3.04 0.09

3.63 3.45 0.95
1.53 1.85-2.14*

2.49 2.60-0.84
2.77 2.80-0.24
2.99 2.93 0.04
2.10 2.07 0.19

3.37 3.10 1.73
2.64 2.72-0.27



Table 12

Six De.artmental Grou * Pertenta es_ of Nominees
in Each Success

Leader Scholar .Grind Artist Athlete Careerist Socializer Total
Soft-Nonlife-Pure
(Humanities) 15.4
(n=39)

35.9 17.9 17.9 5.1 7.7 0.0 100.0%

Soft-Life-Pure
(Social Sciences ) 7..1

(n=14)

35.7 0.0 7.1 7.1 42.9 0 0 100 0%

Soft-Nonlife-Applied
(Economics & Operati ns
Research) (n=16) 0.0 18.8 17.5 0.0 18.3 25.0 0.0 100.0

Hard-Nonlife-Pure
(Physical Sciences
(n=21) 0.0 0.0 9.5 23.8 9 5 52.4 4.8 100.0%

Hard-Life-Pure
(Biological Sciences
(n=16) 0.0 43.8 31.3 6.3 6.3 12.5 0.0 100.0%

Hard -Nonlife -Applieu

(Engineering, Statistics,
CompUter Science) (n=15)0.0 6.7 33.3 20.0 0.0 33.3 6.7_ :100.0

Total % 58 24.8 20.3_ 14.0 7.4 25.6 1.7 100.0
:n 7 30 25 17 9 31 2 121

Chk-square=59.74
p=(.001
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Table 13

Itg.121fLDiscriminant Ana _v- Siodonts crAptions
by Six Groups studvnt Oroopii

(White Men, Wite Women, ac n,JWornn,
Spanish-American Men, Spanish-Amerlcan Women)

Discriminant
Function

Relative Canonical Functions Wilks

Ei envalue Percentage Correlation Derived Lambda. Chi-Square df

0 .6594 180.512*** 105

1 .20024 45.14 .408 1 .7915 101.389a 80

2 .11682 26.34 .323 2 .8839 53.493 57

3 .06956 15.68 .255 3 .9454 24.339 36

4 .03394 7.65 .181 4 .9775 9.873 17

5 .02304 5.19 .150

--pc001

a=pc051

Largest Standardized Discr

Positive Career Goals +.20 Intellectual Development +.17

Self-Directed Behavior +.15 Interpersonal Sociability +.16

Interpersonal Sociability +.14 Communication Proficiency +.13

Participation in Organizns+.10
Discrimination_Issues Be. 0

Negat ve Academic Effort
and Achievement -.21 Congruence with the College

Persistence toward Optimistic, Emotionally
Graduation -;10 Stable Behavior

-.22



Table 14

Multiple _Disoriminant Analysis pf Nonsue
by-..Six Groups of Sex-Race Student Groups

(White Men, White Women, Black Men, Black Women)
Spanish-American Men, SPanish-American Women)

Discriminant Relative Canonital Functions Wilks

Function Eigenvalue Percentage Correlation Derived Lambda Chi-squave

155.245**4!

df

1050 .6733

1 -.14772 35.57 .359 1 101.169a 80

2 .10804 26.02 .312 2-

..7728

-.8563_,. 60.90 57

3 -.06975 16.80 .255 3- .-9160-- 36

4 .05407 13.02 .226 ..9655 13.767 17

5 .03570 8.60 .186

94001
a=p[:053

_eat Standa- zed_ Dis nan Function Coefficient for First Tw

Positive Interpersonal Responsiveness+.14
Optimistic, Emotionally

Stable Behavior +.14

Intellectual Perspective
and Curiosity

Congruence with the College +.10
+.11

Negative Interpersonal Sociability
Cognitive Proficiency
Ethical Behavior
Self-Directed Behavior

514

Mathematical Proficiency
Intellectual Perspective

and Curiosity
Artistic Performance
Intellectual Growt.
Career Goals

-.21 Academic 'Effort
.and Achievement _-

Creative Performance
-.11- Personal_ Growth.

Athletic Performance
Cognitive Proficiency

.16_



Criterion Dimensions
feral Academic Dipensions
ftellectual Growth
)gnitive Proficienc
mmunication Proficiency
ftellectual Pers. & Curiosity
:eative Performance
:ademic Effort & Achieve
Af-Directed Behavio
ireer

;cific Academic Dimensions
tthematical Proficiency
)reign Language Proficiency
istic Performance

Table 15

Anfprovas Comparing Student Descriptions

of Respondents
Mean Dimension s Where Siificant
SUCCESS NONSUCCESS_ suctyp

:Sonal Dimensions
irsonal Growth
ftiMistic, Emo. Stable B
:hiCal Behavior
alleticPerformance

***
ity 4161 minmity ***

-

ityw minmity

whaft

q?2fitY wY.-g
mng5itY

5.06 5.51 3.07 3.14
men women men women

:erpersonal Dimensions men women
trticipation in 0rgmfizat1one4.41 4.77
fterpersonal SociabilitY 5,26 5.64
fterpersonal Responsiveness 5.03 5.31
Lscrimination 'Issues Be. 4.50 477

titutiona1 Dimensions
)ngruence with'the Colleg:
;rsistence toward Graduatioitmea women men women ***

men womeu,
3.07 3.14
3.93 3.73
3.51 3.49

3.71 3.79

g mnity 11i6 miMitY
5.33 -5.65

**=-=pc-.001

*=p<..01

*=-p.05
a=p<.054

6

Significance Level of F-tests
sex x race x sex x

race x
suctyp

sex -race suctyo _suctyp
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Table 16

ce X Sex. Student Grou s. Percenta e of Nominees
n Each Success Tyke (GroupsWbite Men, White Women,

Black Men, Black Women, Spanish-American Men, and
Spanish-American Women)

Student Reepondent Crou aROW nrT 1 W1401E4 WV1:4rM------ril_Mr^1 91.viCM SPPIENOL PCT T

OT PrT I / .1 2.1 1.1 4 .1 5. I 6.1
I . I 10 1 15 i 1 I 4 I / I 0 I1 32 .3 1 +9.4- 1 ' 2 I i2.c., I 3.2 1 0.0 IT 7 . 9 i 12.z I 9 1 lit.3 1 1U.0 I ...).0 IT 3.1 1 4.7 T 1 1.3 1 0.3 I_ 0.0-I

57

T 8 T. ZZ 7 2 E 1 1 I 4113.6 1 51 .2. i 7 1 14.0 I 2.3 I 9.36.3 I 17. 9 I 1 21. 4 I LQ.o I 36.41 2.5 1 6.9 1 0.6 1 1.5 1 0.3 I 1.3I --..- --I -- I I15 1 7 I " I 2 I 2 1 53.8 I 13 .2 T 3.8 I 3.8 I 3. 8 I 16.6.4 I 31.8 I 7.1 2J.0 I 18 .2 I.9 1 2.2 T o. I U.6 I 0.6 I

9 .6
16.76.6

2-2 1

46 .8 I
17.5 1

-7 6.9 1.

9.7_

43
13.4

Z7 7 1/64.0 1 222f .4- 1

BA-
T 17
I 35 .4-

T 13. 5
T

Z1 I
1 43.6 31 I

7 16. 7 1 12 T
¶ 6.6 1 4.7 1

C WIN' 126 12T,TTAI 39.4 38-.4
52.15 62 WITH 30 rr:Go

UI411 I 47(- .4 1 U.0 I 8.5 I 2. 1 I 14.711.6 0.0 I .40 .0 I 9.1= I0. I 0. 0 I 1.3 I 0.3
6

12.T I'7.3 I
T 1.c I-- I

6
1.2.0
1.4
1. S

24- 1 i T 40.0
19. 5 0.07.5 i 0 .1 T L.

T

3
. I 12.5

13.ti T 21.40. 1 1.9
I

22 a86.9 6.6

3

U I 0 1 500.0 I= 0.00.0 I 0.00:0 I 0.0
2 I

4.2 1

2J .0 I
L.

48
15.0

3
U.0
.0

U. (1

6. 3 I _5.027.3
O.

10 11' '3203.4 .100.0
GNI'F I ANCE =Pacu U73
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Table 17

Multiple_Discriminant Analyses of _Success
Student Descriptions by_Eight Class Year-Sex _Grous

Discriminant
Function a1ue

Relative
Percenta e

Canonical FunctionsWilka
correlations Derived Lambda Chi-s uare df

.4274 258.867*** 147

1 .36052 38.52 .515 1 .5814' 165.122** 120

2 .18769 20.05 .398 2 .6906 112.744 95

3 .13609 14.54 .346 3 .7845 73.892 72

4 .10069 10.76 .302 4 .8635 44.679 51

5 .06984 7.46 .256 5 .9238 a4.122 32

6 .05698 6.09 .232 6 -.9765 7.249 :15:

7 .02409 2.57 .153

--p4.001

JAI-zest _Standardized Discriminant Function_ Coefficients for Functions I & II

Function I Fnnetion II
Interpersonal Responsiveness --.47

Academic Effort & Achievement -.24
Oprimistic Emotionally Stable De-.21

Participation in Organizations 7.3
Personal Growth -.29
Persistence toward Graduation -.29
Intellectual Persp. & Curiosity7.30
Intellectual Growth -.28

-Career Goals Interpersonal Sociabil +.62

Interpersonal Sociability +.35 Self-,DireCted Behavior +.47
Foreign Language Proficiency +.37 Cognitive Proficiency +.32
Participation in Organizations +.31 Artistic Performance +.21,

Cognitive Proficiency- +.25 Discrimination:Issues lehav or +.20

Self43irected Behavior +.22
Persistence toward Graduation +.22

Discrimination:issues Behavior +.24

The eight groups are:
Senior:Men Senior Women
Junior Men Junior Women
Sophomore Men Sophomore Women
freshman Men Freshman Women



59

Table

:Multi le Discrimlnant_A2lilyma_2LNonsuccess
Student Descri.tions b- Ei-ht Class Year-Sex _Grou

Lamk4.! Ch i-s uare A

Discriminmt
Function Eigenvelue

Relative
Percentage

Canonical FunctionsWilks
Correlations Derived

0 .5009 193 .256***147
1 .19819 26.93 -.407

. 1 .6001 142. 719 120
2 .16529 22.46 .377- 2 .6993 99. 965 95
3 .11285 15.34 .318 3 .7782 70. 079 72
4 .09808 13.33 .299 4 .8546 43. 928 51
5 .05927 8.05 -.Z37 5 .9052 27. 834 32
6 .05774 7.85 .234 6 .9575 12.144 15

.04441 6.03 -.206

-=p.001

IAIslt Standardized DIscrim nant Function Coe
Negative Career Goals -.59

Pos ve

Interpersonal Responsiveness -.37
Creative Performance °.35
Intellectual:Perspective & Cur osity -.33

nce wit
Laneua-e iroy
ation- a _ons:_

cients or Function

Academic Effort & Achievement +.71
Artistic Performance: .+.46
Mathematical Proficiency +.40
Optimistic, Emotionally Stable Behavior.36
Cognitive Proficiency +.25

1
See Table-16 for the eight class year-sex groups-.



Criterion _Dimensions
eneral Academic Dimensions
Intellectual Growth
,CognitiveTroficiency
Communication Proficiency
Intellectual Pers. 6 Curiosity

'Creative Performance
ifkcademic Effort & Achievement
Self-Directed Behavior
Career Goals

ecific Academic Dimensions
Mathematical Proficiency
Foreign Language Proficiency
Artistic Performance

?ersonal Dimension
Personal Growth

Emo. Stable Be.
-Ethical Behavior
Athletic Performance

An:Rersonal Dimensions
Tarticipation_inganizations
Interpersonal Sociability
Interpersonal Responsiveness
Disdrimination Issues Be.:

ns titutional Dimensions
COn ruence wiarthe College
Persistence toward Graduation

Table 19

Anovas Comparing_Student Descrip:tions
for Class Year by Sex by_ailEtli2xEs_
:or White & Minorii Student Res onden

Significance Levels-:of Various_F-Tests
Minority Student Res ondents White Student Res-onden s

Class Class X Class Class X Sex Class Class X Class-Class XSes
Year Suctype XSex X Suctype Year stL.cy±t X Sex X Suttype

a
a

***9) .001

-**=1) .01
*n, .05

---a=p .10

1Differences in dimension scores between success and nonsuccess (success type ), men
women x), and sex X success type interaction are reported for s atistically,
signif cant F-tests in-Table 15.
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Table 20

Ei ht Class Year X Sex Student Grou s: Percenta es of Nonees

Yi_EacIcls_sryl-(GroupsgSr. Men; Jr. Men; Soph. Men; Fresh.

Men; Sr. Women; Jr. Women; Soph. Women; Fresh. Women)

Student Respondent Groups

Iczy: J:',"',, cL1"7, 901e.... JPw14. SrihioN, ;.1',0101 FPW

riL Pt:7' :

TOTAL

4.' 5.1 1.1 9,1 10.1 12,1 14,1

--------1--------!-----'--1--------1--------1--- -- 1------1 -- --1-----'=-1
4. I 5 -I 21 1 1 I 7!.51 5 1 31

. 12.q 1 Lt.:dr I 6.1 1 ' I ,t.5 I 22,6 I 16,1 1 16 1 1 9,7

I 10..'3 1 12,A 1, 5,3 I 0j 5,3 I 17,1 I 11,9 I 12.2 1

1.3 T 146 1 0.n 1 0,3 1 0.6 1 2,2 I 1.6 I 1.6 1

-1.------ 1 -1----- -- -1 -i---- ---1 - .1 = -1 - ----I
1 2 1 I 3 1 3 i . 6 I- 10 1 -10 1 6 ..1 43

1 L 17 70 . 7 el) 1 7.0 1, 1.0 I 23,3 I 23.S' I 1411- 1 13,4

! 5.4 7,7 I '7,`, I 6.6 1 1),d 1 .24,4 1 Z., I 14,6 I

1 0.6 0.9 1 0.9 1 0,9 I 1.9 I 3.1. 1 3.1 I 1 9 I

T .I I I

I I-- I

6 8 1 1J b I 5 li I- 5 -I 3 1

1 11.3 I 15.1 1 1.9 1 11.3 1 9.4 1 18.9 I 9,4. I 5,7 1

1 16.2 I 20.5' I. 2/43 1 .1"Jio i. 13, 1 24.4 1. 11,9 I 73 I

1,9 T 2.-5 1. 3.1. 1. 1,9 1 1:6 1 3:1 1 1.6 I 0,9 1

-----1 -------1---------1---------1 1 ------1----- - I -I
1 1 6 1 4 I 16 1 1 I 2 1 5 I 10 I- 47

f., C 1 12)8 1 3.5 ,1 34,0 I 2.1 1 4.1- 1 10,6 1 21,3 1 14,7

1 1 15.4 1 11.9 1 !.6.4 I 2.6 1 4.9 I 11.9 I 24.4 I

.1.9 1 1,1 1. 5.0 1 0,3 I. 0.-6 .1 1,6 I 3,1 1

1- 1- .--- --I
1 1.1 1 6 1- 1 3 2 .1 6 ! 50

12.0 . 1,1 I 14,0 0.0. .4,0 1 12,0- 12.0 .1 15,6

1 29.7 1 15.4 1 23,7 1 15.c 7.' 1.4.9 I 14.3. 1 14,6 1

I 1,4 ! l, I 1. 2.2 i -0.9 1 0.6' 1' 1.9 1. 1.9 1

! 1 1- -----1 1- 1 ."----1 --I
,.. I -- c 1 5 1 1. I 11 I 7 1 6 1 5 1 48

1 13. 1 10.4 _I 4.2 i 6.. 22,9 1 14.6 1 12.5 I 10,4 I 15.0

1 24, 1 12.1 1 6,0 1. 28.9 I 17.1 1 14,3' 1 12,2 I

1 7.9 1.6 1 0.6 , 0.9 1 3,4 I 2,2 1 1.9.1 1,6 1

I
2- / 1

i----- I I- I - 1" -.1
I 1 1 1 'T 5 2

SnrIALIZF 4 .? 1 12,5 I 16.7 I 10,7 1 20.8 6,3 1 10,4 I 12,5 I 15 0

5,4 1 15.4 I 21.1 1- 18,2 i 2t;.3 r 1 11.9 I 14.6 I

0,6 I 1.e ,I 245 1 2 5 1' 3,1 1 0.9 1 1,6 I 1.9 I.

-I- -I -- -1 I- 1 I -I I

38 44 IR' .41 42 41 320,

1 :2 11,9 13,8 11,9 12,8 13,1 12,8 :100.0

ST

COLUMN

TOTAL

CHI WM!' f

37

11.6

P7016577 WIT0 42 DEPEES F F;EEDCM SIGNIFICANCE 7.P(0.15002
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Figure 1

-Patternsof'Student Performance:

=Profiles of Seven Successful

and Five Unsuccessful'

Undergraduate_ Types
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